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2. Sole reliance on the USGS study and methods is problematic for several reqasons, The
methodology for any given impact should be based on the magnitude of the decisions being
made and the potential consequences if the method supporting the decision fails. Sometimes,
sotne redundancy in methods is appropnate if the decision is of high magnitude. That is the case
_ with fhis topig, as noted in the list of major policy issues at the end of our April 18, 2007
-comments. Such redundancy would be obtained if an actual impact assessment would be done.
As noted in MDNR comments on the SDEIS, MDNR called upon a national expert in invasive
pathogens and risk assessment to augment our.comments, We included his review as our
comment (Dr. John Drake.} The point of our comments was to question whether the USGS
methodology was a proper tool faken by itself, Instead, the FEIS response to our comments is a
rather emotional defense of the USGS scientific ability and of risk assessment. That was not the
‘point of our comments, in fact, as Dr. Drake points out, the USGS study was a rather admirable
attempt. But, given the scope of the probiem, uncertainties, and magnitude of the decision, in
our view, it is a failure if only used by itself and in isolation of the realities of decisions affecting

50 many people, pollctes and geographic scope .

The USGS study is the only method used in the.EIS to address this topic. Thus, the whole of this
issue is based on a singular reliance on an exceedingly complex and hard to understand '
numerical assessment of the risk of such a transfer. To the citizens of Minnesota, this means ﬁlat
access to the reasoning behind the conclusions dismissing this potential impactas
_inconsequential is unavailable. An examination of the comments of the MDNR all the way back
1o 1998 reveals an insistence that this topic be addressed in a more appropriate manner, We stfll
hold these views and are unconvmced by the FEIS discussions.

- 3. Decisions allowmg bulk water iransfers between clearly di ﬁérent biotic assembfagm need io
meet a high bar for not only treaiment but for need. The consistent point of MDNR comments

. on this topic since the begmmng of our involvement was: A) A biota containment approach to

prevention of invasive species transfer was needed rather than a water treatment plant approach,

and B) The decision to create a Iarge new water connection between twe major continental

- basins and thus risk additional'invasive species movement needed to meet a "high bar™ for both

. treatment and need. These decisions are inseparable. As our comments indicate, we think the
treatment approach is going in the right direction, though we need to examine the details of the

containment. This includes its mainfenance and its operational conirols for failure detection,

which will be different from standard water treatment plants. However, as noted elsewhere, we

still believe the need for such a water transfer is not yet damonstrated and therefore the need to

accept the risk posed is not acceptable. _

. Review of Minnesota's role in Consultation and Coordination.

Chapter 5 of the FEIS notes extensive participation by the MDNR, as a Cooperating Agency and
- member of the Cooperating Agency and Technical teams. As written, this section of the FEIS is ~
‘misleading in that it gives the incorrect impression that the methodology and resuits are approved -
by the MDNR. On many topics, substantive recommendations of the MDNR have never been
accepted. Here is a recap of our participation, -

- After passage of the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 (DWRA), MDNR mpcnded to the
. invitation by the Bureau of Reclamation to participate in preparatlon of study work pians '
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MDNR alse became a Cooperating Agency and a member of the Technical Work Team, and sent
. in written comments af a number of points when we felt it was necessary to raise concerns we

- felt were not being addressed. We participated in extensive discussion as to the scope and -
content of the Needs and Options Study becanse we were concerned that if would constrain and
limit the scope of the EIS. We also participated with cooperauve approaches in gathering data.
on specific items in Minnesots, such as groundwater, river flows, and aquat:c resources. These
efforts were a success. The MDNR record of comments clearly indicates serious concerns about
feilure to respond to important suggestions as to methodology and other content.

. MDNR comments on the DEIS, dated-April 12, 2006, incorporated by reference all 18 previous
writien comments hecause important points were not being addressed and were not being
incorporated into work plans or the alternatives analysis.” MDNR comments on the Supplemental
DEIS (dated April 18, 2007) continued to incorporate previous comments for the same reason.
These comments document a long series of failures to change the study methodology. Another

~major concern was that we had yet to see explanailons as to why many significant comments
were not addressed. _

This current letter marks the 20th written cmespondence of the MDNR on this project since
1998. Although we are concerned about the degree to which our issues have been addressed
throughout the process, we remain cumm;tted to helping USBR and North Dakota solve water
~ shortage problems in the Red River basin i a manner that also safeguards Mimnesota’s natural -~
resources. If you have any questions, please contact environmental review supervisor Steven

Colvin at 651-259-5082.
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